This study evaluates whether social entrepreneurs have found ways to contribute directly to achieving established sustainable development goals and whether they are able to operate in the least developed countries. Development programs, designed and driven by multinational organizations and governments, in particular those of the OECD countries, have been unable to change the fates of more than two billion people who continue to live in severe poverty. The need to find novel solutions to a multitude of human and social problems is urgent. Social entrepreneurs have found new ways to provide services that cater to basic human needs which remain unsatisfied by governments and markets. We show that their initiatives help to achieve Millennium Development Goals even in the least developed countries. Therefore, we see them as models that could inspire or complement efforts by multilateral development organizations. Furthermore, because social entrepreneurs create both human and social capital and innovative service delivery models, they provide fertile ground for corporations to enter developing markets and contribute to economic development.
Introduction
A stable customer base increases the value of the firm to its owners. Accordingly, In 1987, Gro Harlem Brundtland put forward the global objective of achieving Sustainable Development (SD) 1 . She was tasked by the United Nations General Assembly in 1983 to "make available a report on environment and the global problematique to the year 2000 and beyond, including proposed strategies for sustainable development". In her report, she explicitly assigned priority to satisfying the essential needs of the poor, such as those for "food, clothing, shelter, jobs", but also to providing them with the "opportunity to satisfy their aspirations for a better life". This should be achieved, however, without "compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs". Brundtland thus identified the main goal for global efforts to trace a path of balanced social and economic development which was also compatible with a notion of social equity across the dimensions of space and time.
Her report left open the question of how such balanced development could be achieved: "No single blueprint of sustainability can be found, as economic and social systems and ecological conditions differ widely among countries. Each nation will have to work out its own concrete policy implications. Yet irrespective of these differences, sustainable development should be seen as a global objective".
To instill new momentum in the efforts to achieve SD, the UN Millennium Declaration was adopted in September 2000 at the largest-ever gathering of heads of state. It committed countries -rich and poor -to doing all they can to eradicate poverty, promote human dignity and equality, and achieve peace, democracy and environmental sustainability 2 . In order to operationalize the notion of SD, the United Nations defined a set of Millennium Development Goals (MDGs). These MDGs comprise eight specific, quantifiable and monitorable goals (with 18 targets and 48 specific indicators) for development and poverty eradication by 2015. Goals include health, education, gender equality and environmental issues. While a multitude of projects was immediately launched among aid agencies, governments and multilateral institutions to address these pressing problems, the UNDP Human Development Report 3 clearly states that economic growth is essential to achieving the Millennium Development Goals, and that "The projected growth in per capita GDP will by itself enable five of the world's six developing regions to reach the goal for reducing income poverty." However, the report also maintains that many health and education services are failing poor people. The main reason for this failure appears to be the fact that public spending simply does not reach the poor, or if it does reach them, service provision is inefficient and of inadequate quality.
We have recently argued 4 that neither development organizations nor multinational companies may be in the best position to discover the innovative solutions necessary to achieve SD on a global scale. One of the main reasons is that development problems generally consist of large sets of interconnected problems that are context specific: usually, they cannot be solved through direct intervention because the chain of causality is unclear. Furthermore, helping poor people directly through donations of food or medicine, or through services such as education and medical care, does not change the system that produced poverty in the first place. The least accessible group in society, the so-called "ultra poor", have extremely high reproduction rates and so create new poverty faster than direct development efforts can help them to escape the poverty trap in which many of them are caught. Indeed, population growth projections until 2045 indicate that, of the 2.2 billion additional people, 1.5 billion will come from the lowest income group and only 0.026 billion from the high income group 5 .
Context dependency often prevents a "best practice" approach to these problems, which means that the scope for replication of "solutions" will be limited. We argue that social entrepreneurs are able to discover unique solutions in a local context and thereby contribute more effectively to social, human and economic development. Social entrepreneurs invent service provision models that cater to the very basic needs of individuals; they also change and institutionalize behavior, norms and rules that enable communities and societies to allocate resources more fairly and formalize individual rights. While their "solutions" and models may not lend themselves to replication because they are context dependent, the process of finding solutions -i.e. the entrepreneurial process of discovery -may be replicable in diverse settings and on a global scale. To better understand the extent to which social entrepreneurs contribute to sustainable development, we have addressed the following questions:
1. Do social entrepreneurs contribute directly to recognized SD goals? 2. Are social entrepreneurs able to act on a global scale and, most importantly, in the poorest countries?
Methodology

Study population
The term "social entrepreneurship" still lacks a clear definition and covers a wide range of initiatives in both developing and developed countries 6 . It is consistent with a diverse set of financial models of income generation -both internal and external to operations -and a number of different structural features -ranging from non-profit, nongovernmental organisations to commercial structures, and even a mix of both under a single brand umbrella. We chose the "Outstanding Social Entrepreneurs" in the Schwab Foundation's list as the study population, on account of the consistency of definition and the global reach of the list 7 . For our analysis of these initiatives we have drawn on various sources of data: interviews with founders, existing teaching cases (several prepared by the authors), cases prepared by the Schwab Foundation, and other public resources such as newspaper articles, features, etc.
Measures of sustainable development
The method used for assessing a social enterprise's contribution to global, sustainable economic development is to ask whether the enterprise directly impacts the eight Millennium Development Goals (MDGs) set by the United Nations as a standard for achieving a more equitable level of global development. We also map the product and service development models of the Schwab Foundation social entrepreneurs to the 18 individual targets specified by the main MDGs.
Definitions of "poorest countries"
In particular, the population of social entrepreneurs is examined to see if any of them are impacting the MDGs in the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) as defined by the UN. We also consider social entrepreneurs who are impacting the MDGs in countries with a very low Human Development Index (HDI) as defined by the United Nations Development Program (UNDP).
The Millennium Development Goals
In September 2000, 192 member states of the United Nations made a commitment to a number of specific goals to stimulate economic and human development in countries with very low incomes and extremely basic living standards. High on the agenda were the eradication of poverty and hunger, education for all, gender equality and health. The goals were derived from the United Nations Millennium Declaration, which addressed the burning issue of inequality among nations in an increasingly interconnected and interdependent world. The resolution of the United Nations General Assembly stated, "we have a collective responsibility to uphold the principles of human dignity, equality and equity at the global level". 8 It continued:
"We believe that the central challenge we face today is to ensure that globalization becomes a positive force for all the world's people. For while globalization offers great opportunities, at present its benefits are unevenly shared, while its costs are unevenly distributed. We recognize that developing countries and countries with economies in transition face special difficulties in responding to this central challenge. Thus, only through broad and sustained efforts to create a shared future, based on our common humanity in all its diversity, can globalization be made fully inclusive and equitable." To that end, a set of eight Millennium Development Goals was created, and 18 specific targets were set. A set of indicators was established for measuring the world's progress towards achieving each of those goals by 2015. The goals and targets are now fully part of the UNDP and World Bank's benchmarking on development issues. Table 1 lists the MDGs and their associated targets. The Schwab Foundation defines a social entrepreneur as someone who:
• Identifies and applies practical solutions to social problems by combining innovation, resourcefulness and opportunity.
• Innovates by finding a new product, a new service, or a new approach to a social problem.
• Focuses first and foremost on social value creation and, in that spirit, is willing to share openly the innovations and insights of the initiative, with a view to its wider replication.
• Doesn't wait to secure the resources before undertaking the catalytic innovation.
• Is fully accountable to the constituencies s/he serves
• Resists being trapped by the constraints of ideology or discipline
• Continuously refines and adapts approaches in response to feedback
• Has a vision, but also a well thought-out roadmap as to how to attain the goal Typically, the Schwab Foundation elects members to its network of "Outstanding Social Entrepreneurs" when their enterprise is in its growth and expansion phase, giving them the opportunity to network with members of the World Economic Forum and with one another, rather than offering cash grants. The selection process is lengthy and thorough, and the Foundation has a number of criteria for granting membership of the network. The successful social enterprise must demonstrate the following:
1. Innovation 2. Reach and scope 3. Replicability 4. Sustainablility 5. Direct positive social impact 6. Being a role model 7. Mutual value added (for both the Schwab network and the social entrepreneur)
Given these criteria, since its inception in 1998, the Schwab Foundation has selected an average of 10 "Outstanding Social Entrepreneurs" each year. In 2004, 15 were added to the network.
In 2005, the Schwab network consisted of a total of 84 social entrepreneurs, who managed 74 social enterprises (sometimes a partnership of two entrepreneurs is selected). For the purposes of this study, the total population of 74 enterprises was considered. Table 2 contains a list of the Schwab-selected social enterprises considered in this study. 
Social entrepreneurs contribute to Millennium Development Goals
Having analyzed the models, products and services of the total population of 74 social enterprises listed in Table 2 , we consider that 48 contribute directly to targets defined by the MDGs (names printed in bold), and that a further three contribute indirectly or have an impact over time (names printed in bold italics). From the information available, it is not clear that the remaining 23 affect the MDGs, although many of them fulfill other UN goals which were, in fact, also outlined in the Millennium Declaration of 2000, such as human rights issues, landmine clearance and so on. Figure 1 shows the results of this analysis. Sixtyfive percent of initiatives have a direct impact on MDGs, 4% impact the MDGs indirectly, and 31% may not have a measurable impact. Of the social enterprises directly impacting MDGs, the majority are working to reduce poverty, empower women, conserve natural resources or provide access to clean water. Other targets which social entrepreneurs are impacting to some degree are the provision of primary education, reducing child and maternal mortality, and combating the spread of HIV/AIDS and other diseases. The targets associated with goals 1-7 have been set by the United Nations to be achieved mainly by developing countries themselves, often with the help of aid supplied by rich OECD nations. MDG no. 8, on the other hand, outlines targets for the creation of a global partnership for development, which is to be achieved by the OECD countries working with various multilateral agencies, NGOs and private companies. It is interesting to note that social entrepreneurs are also impacting four out of these seven targets: helping to promote open trade, reducing youth unemployment, providing access to drugs and providing access to technology. The only targets upon which social entrepreneurs are not having any impact are macro-level targets, where results can really only be achieved by governments' making unilateral agreements and contributing aid. They are: assisting the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) to achieve economic growth, assisting the Land-Locked and Small Island Developing countries (LLDCs & SIDCs) to achieve economic growth, and reducing the debt burden of developing countries overall.
Social entrepreneurs have a global reach
One of the research questions addressed in this study is whether social entrepreneurs have been able to operate globally, including in the poorest countries. As shown in Figure 2 , at the time of this study, of the 74 initiatives, 15 were operating in North America, 19 in Latin America, 8 in Europe, 7 in Africa, 23 in Asia and 2 in Australia. However, it should be noted that many initiatives are operating in several countries. Figure 2 only shows the headquarter locations and thus under-represents the collective global scope of the initiatives. Since the list of Schwab entrepreneurs has a success bias, in the sense that all the initiatives have survived the initial start-up phase and have achieved proven impact and scale, the entrepreneurs' ability to create social value on a global scale, the wide variety of their structural organization and the value creation models they have discovered support the proposition that they emphasize local discovery rather than replication of best practices. Attempts to "clone" the Grameen Bank model in India, Nepal, and Vietnam in the '90s have proven much more difficult than anticipated 11 . There are, however, signs that some basic principles of successful models can be employed in different contexts. For example, the Kashf Foundation, an initiative in Pakistan, was modeled on the Grameen Bank in Bangladesh. However, local insights and experimentation by the founder, Roshaneh Zafar, were needed in order to "tailor" the model to the particular culture, problem sets and resources of Pakistan.
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The World's Least Developed Countries and the Human Development Index
Part of the aim of this study is to assess whether social entrepreneurial initiatives can be demonstrated to be achieving their aims in the world's Least Developed Countries (LCDs), where the biggest inequalities and large-scale poverty occur and where the issue of meeting the MDGs is most urgent. Figure 3 depicts the location of the LDCs (for details, see also The UN Office of the High Representative for the Least Developed Countries, Landlocked Developing Countries and Small Island Developing States (OHRLLS) was established by the General Assembly (Resolution 56/227) in 2001 to have special focus on these nations and their progress towards the MDGs. The criteria for identifying the Least Developed Countries, as defined by OHRLLS, are as follows 12 :
• a low-income criterion, based on a three-year average estimate of the gross domestic product per capita (under $750 for inclusion, above $900 for graduation);
• a human resource weakness criterion, involving a composite Augmented Physical Quality of Life Index (APQLI) based on indicators of: (a) nutrition; (b) health; (c) education; and (d) adult literacy; and
• an economic vulnerability criterion, involving a composite Economic Vulnerability Index (EVI) based on indicators of: (a) the instability of agricultural production; (b) the instability of exports of goods and services; (c) the economic importance of non-traditional activities (share of manufacturing and modern services in GDP); (d) merchandise export concentration; and (e) the handicap of economic smallness (as measured through the population in logarithm); and the percentage of population displaced by natural disasters.
The many other multilateral institutions focused on economic and human development such as the World Bank, the World Health Organization (WHO) and the United Nations Development Program (UNDP) defer to these criteria and use them in their own analyses. To be added to the list, a country must meet all three criteria, and to graduate from the list, a country must meet the thresholds for at least two of the three criteria in two consecutive triennial reviews by the Committee for Development Policy (CDP). The first Review, in 2003, added East Timor to the list and suggested that Cape Verde and Maldives be recommended for graduation. The next review will take place in 2006 and Samoa has since also been recommended for graduation. After the review, a recommendation will be made to the General Assembly, which is responsible for the final decision on the list of LCDs. Table 3 lists the 50 countries classed as "Least Developed" by the UN in 2005. Since headquarter locations for many initiatives as depicted in Figure 2 are not necessarily the locations where Schwab Social Entrepreneurs are actually operating, we have analyzed the countries in which they are active in more detail. These include the following LDCs: Afghanistan, Angola, Benin, Chad, Congo, Ethiopia, Gambia, Lesotho, Malawi, Mozambique, Niger, Tanzania, Bangladesh, Cambodia, Laos and Nepal. Thus, 18 LDCs are being serviced by Schwab Foundation social entrepreneurs (shown in bold in Table 3 ), representing 36% of the 50 LDCs. Of the 48 social enterprises from the sample population which are directly contributing to MDGs, 33% are operating in the Least Developed Countries of the world as shown in Figure 4 . The vulnerability criterion for being declared an LDC ensures that countries in special need are included in the list. In addition, the fundamental recognition of structural handicaps excludes large economies: the population must not exceed 75 million. For this reason, not all of the LDCs appear neatly clustered at the bottom of development rankings such as the Human Development Index (HDI), or the World Bank's compilation of World Development Indicators. Indeed, it is often the case that key indicators used to compile these rankings are not even monitored in the world's Least Developed Countries.
Each year, both the World Bank and the UNDP publish statistics which rank countries based on their level of development. Since 2000, these and other multilateral organizations now incorporate the specific indicators used to measure progress towards the MDGs, along with other key indicators for economic development. The major difference between the World Bank and UNDP reports is that the World Bank's World Development Indicators provides lists, tables and rankings according to data for each of the separate indicators, while the UNDP's Human Development Index attempts to combine a large array of different indicators into one overall ranking for human development which also takes into account less easily measurable factors relating to quality of life. The UNDP Human Development Report 2004 takes the approach that the basis of development is to enlarge human freedoms and to expand human capabilities by expanding the choices that people have to live full and creative lives.
14 It further states that these capabilities must be universally valued and that they must be basic to life in the sense that their absence would obviate many other choices.
"It is easier to measure national incomes than human development. And many economists would argue that national income is a good indicator of human well-being.
14 UNDP (2004) While there is evidently a strong relationship, since economic growth is an important means to human development, human outcomes do not depend on economic growth and levels of national income alone. They also depend on how these resources are used -whether for developing weapons or producing food, building palaces or providing clean water. And human outcomes such as democratic participation in decision-making or equal rights for men and women do not depend on incomes. For these reasons the Report presents an extensive set of indicators (33 tables and almost 200 indicators) on important human outcomes achieved in countries around the world, such as life expectancy at birth or under-5 mortality rates, which reflect the capability to survive, or literacy rates, which reflect the capability to learn. They also include indicators on important means for achieving these capabilities, such as the gaps between men and women in schooling or political participation. 15 "
The Human Development Report focuses on four important capabilities: to lead a long and healthy life, to be knowledgeable, to have access to the resources needed for a decent standard of living and to participate in the life of the community. All of these capabilities are covered by the Millennium Development Goals, although the targets set for them are extremely basic, such as halving the proportion of people living on less than $1 a day. For this reason it is important to focus development efforts where they can do the most good. It is the aim of this paper to demonstrate that a good percentage of social entrepreneurs are doing just that.
Given the importance of taking into account all of the factors contributing to human well-being and development, we use the holistic HDI ranking to assess the contributions of our population of social entrepreneurs rather than a single indicator such as Gross National Income (GDI) per capita, as available in the World Bank's World Development Indicators.
Taking the population of 48 social enterprises which are directly contributing to MDGs and breaking it down according to the HDI rank of the least developed countries in which the enterprises are operating, we find that 61% of them are servicing the bottom 30% of countries in the HDI ( Figure 5 ). While the majority of the UN designated Least Developed Countries (LDCs) are in the bottom 20% of the HDI (the exceptions are Bangladesh, Cambodia, Laos and Nepal), Schwab social entrepreneurs who are impacting MDGs also work with a large percentage of those ranking in the bottom 30%. The bottom 30% includes India and Pakistan, which are excluded from the LDC list on account of their size and yet, according to the HDI, have a level of development similar to or lower than that of Bangladesh. Figure 6 shows the breakdown of social entrepreneurial initiatives impacting MDGs in the bottom 30% of the HDI. Having established that at least 65% of the Schwab Foundation list of social entrepreneurial initiatives are impacting MDGs, and that 33% of that 65% are operating in the LDCs as defined by the UN, while 61% of the countries served rank in the bottom 30% of the HDI, we will now consider which MDGs are being affected most by the social entrepreneurs' work and which initiatives are the best examples.
A Detailed Analysis of Impacting Millennium Development Goals
Figure 7 displays the number of social enterprises making an impact in each target area, along with the number doing so in LDCs, while The other 70%
Figure 7
Thus, we can see that the largest percentage of social entrepreneurs is working to help eradicate poverty directly. It should be noted that most of the enterprises in the Schwab network will have at least some kind of an impact on poverty, although many operate in countries with a high level of human development that do not fall anywhere near the MDG threshold of $1 a day. To be making an impact on any of the MDGs, social entrepreneurs need to be operating in the poorest countries and in the worst conditions of human development. From the distribution of their locations, we can show that the majority of them are doing just that. Table 5 gives a summary of the data collected in this study, i.e., the social enterprises that are directly impacting MDGs, the goals they are impacting, and the areas of impact. Table 5 Impacting MDG Targets Impacting in LCDs
